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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Scholastic achievement is an important part of the 
life of the adolescent. The degree of scholastic attain-
ment, to a large measure, influences the opportunities in 
life that will be available to the adolescent. The lack 
of a certain degree of scholastic attainment be.rs many young 
people from opportunities that might otherwise be open to 
them. 
The scholarship of athletes, a.s well as non-athletes, 
is of concern to educe. tors, parents and students. 11 A great 
deal of guessing has been going on for many yea.rs in regard 
to the academic quality of athletes" (1:20). Therefore, 
this study was undertaken in an attempt to determine the 
difference between the ace,demic achievement of the athlete 
and the non-athlete in the junior high school. 
I. THE PROBLEM 
Statement of !J.12. problem. It was the purpose of this 
investigation to determine if there was a significr~nt differ-
ence between the academic achievement of the athlete and the 
non-athlete at the junior high school level. 
Importance 2f. ~ study. nwhether or not the junior 
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high school should sponsor interscholastic athletic programs 
for boys is a highly controversial iss.ue concerning which 
opinions are much more plentiful than facts" (1:81). Con-
siderable emphasis is placed upon the academic achievement 
of the student. The author has heard critics of interscho-
lastic competition imply that academic achievement suffers 
as a result of participation in interscholaotic athletics. 
Th.ls study should provide some information to either dispel 
or encourage the critic of interscholastic athletics, with 
respect to the "suffering effecttt of academic achievement as 
a result of participation in interscholastic athletics. 
Hypothesis. The null hypothesis was tested to deter-
mine if there was a significant difference between the grade 
point average (G.P.A.) of the athlete, who participates in 
an interscholastic sport or sports and the non-athlete, who 
does not p~rticipate in the same activity or activities, at 
the junior high school level. 
Limitations 2.[ ~ study. The following are recog-
nized as limitations of the study: 
1. The scope of the study will be confined to those 
attending Wilson Junior High School in Yakima, 
Washington. 
2. Many factors, such as, interest in school, inter-
est in sports, and attitude of parents to both 
were unattainable for the selection of matching 
pairs of athletes and non-athletes. 
3. Not all students had the same teachers and the 
same electives. 
3 
4. Athletes and non-athletes were selected during 
the 1966-1967 school year, whereas, their grade 
point e.verages ( G.P.A.) were determined from 
all grades throughout their junior high school 
years. 
II. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 
Athlete. The athlete denotes a student who parti-
cipated in at least one interscholastic sport for a complete 
season during the school year, 1966-67. 
Non-Athlete. The non-athlete denotes a student who 
did not participate in any interscholastic sport for a com-
plete season during the school year, 1966-67. 
Academic achievement. Academic achievement is a 
measurement of the grade point average (G.P.A.) of the 
student throughout his junior high school years. 
Junior high school. The junior high school is a 
school whose enrollment consists of seventh, eighth and 
ninth grade students. 
Interscholastic sports. Interscholastic sports are 
those sports in which competition is held between two or 
more schools. 
III. OVERVIEW OF REMAINDER OF THESIS 
Chapter II will be a thorough discussion of the 
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review of literature on the subject of this thesis. Chapter 
III will explain the procedures used in obtaining the neces-
sary data for a comparative analysis between the athletes 
and the non-athletes. Chapter IV will summarize the results 
of this study. Finally, Chapter V will be a final summary 
and will indicate, as a result of the findings of this study, 
any conclusions or recommendations that may be drawn. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Research on the relationship of academic achieve-
ment and participation in interscholastic sports is very 
limited, especially as it relates to the junior high school 
level. Alley (1:82), reviewing the present literature in 
inter::>eholastic sports in the junior high school, felt the 
evidence to support or contradict the arguments of the pro-
ponents and the opponents was both fragmentary and con-
tradictory. 
While opponents and proponents of the competitive junior high school program have argued the relative 
merits of the program, the number of junior high schools 
promoting interscholastic athletics has increased 
steadily (11:20). 
A survey or 2,329 junior high schools, conducted by Thompkins 
and Roe for the National Association of Secondary School 
Principal's Committee on Junior High School Education, in 
1957-58, indicated tha.t eighty-five per cent of the junior 
high schools had interscholastic athletics (25:1-47). The 
survey also indicated th:? .. t seventy-eight per cent of the 
principals of these junior high schools favored interscholas-
tic sports in the junior high school. 
I. INTERSCHOLASTIC ATHLETICS AT THE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL LEVEL 
Dr. James B. Conant in an address to the American 
Association of School Administrators, February 15, 1960, 
denounced competition in the junior high schools and said 
that ttThe fa.ct that the disease of athleticism has spread 
to the junior high schools was to me a new and shocking 
revelationn (2:171). 
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Unfortunately, at present, there is little scienti-
fic evidence to indicate the effects which highly competi-
tive athletic activity may have on the athletes of inter-
scholastic sports. Most of the literature is of the opinion-
ated nature rather than the result of scientific study. 
For example, there has been a concerted effort by a 
few physicians to prohibit all contact football for children 
of junior high school age. However, in a survey of two 
hundred and twenty pediatricians, cardiologists, orthopedists, 
psychologists, and general practitioners, less than half of 
the specialists believed that football should be prohibited 
(13:19-21). 
The response of the medical profession as to the 
effect of interscholastic type athletics on young children 
has been limited, for the most part, to opinions and to 
review of research studies conducted by other professions 
(13:19-21). 
The arguments of the proponents and opponents can be 
summarized in a listing of favorable and unfavorable reasons 
for junior high school interscholastic athletics, as was 
indicated by a survey of junior high school principals in 
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1957-58. 
The most common favorable reasons for interscholastic 
athletics given by principals were: 
1. Interscholastic athletics develop good school 
spirit. 
2. Under proper auspices they provide wholesome 
competition. 
3. They teach the values of sportsmanship and team-
work. 
4. They emphasize desirable social conduct and 
social adjustment. 
5. They promote pupil interest in school life. 
6. They provide an outlet for the abundant energy 
of early adolescents. 
A host of additional viewpoints mentioned by junior 
high school principals were: 
Interscholastic athletics help to create a f'avorable 
attitude toward school on the part of pupils. 
They are a constructive influence in character devel-
opment. 
They give an opportunity for pupils gifted in ath-
letics to excell. 
They tend to reduce school drop-outs and are an anti-
dote to potential delinquency. 
They increase a pupil's knowledge of other schools 
and their student bodies. 
They stimulate scholastic achievement. 
They teach constructively the need for self discip-
line and team discipline. 
They keep many boys noff the streets" (25:30). 
The consensus of junior high school principals opposed 
to interscholastic athletics indicated the following reasons 
for their opposition: 
1. Interscholastic athletics over-excite and over-
- strain youth that are physically and emotlon-
ally immature. 
2. They take up too much time and effort, and disrupt 
the education program of the school. 
3. They are too expensive. 
4. They involve only a relatively few participants. 
5. They are lesc effective than an intramural pro-
gram. 
6. They place too much pressure on winning and are 
therefore too highly competitive. 
Many other critical comments by principals included: 
Most junior high schools lack the facilities to make 
interscholastic athletics succeed. 
Intense rivalry detracts from the school's basic 
purposes. 
The football part of the interscholastic program is 
particularly objectionable because of physical 
immaturity of junior high school youth. 
Competitive athletics tends to de-emphasize a well-
organized physical education program (25:31). 
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The expressed attitudes of principals indicate clearly 
the controversial nature of junior high school inter-
scholastic athletic programs. Sometimes one finds that 
the reasons given for favoring and the reasons given for 
opposing competitive athletics turn out to be different 
sides of the same coin. For example_, one side says that 
interscholastic athletics are too competitive for junior 
high school youth; the other side claims that competition 
is a value accepted by American society and that schools 
must reflect the society in which they exist; that, 
therefore, competition is not bad 1n itself (25:31-32). 
Opinions on the subject of interscholastic athletics 
in the junior high school not only varied, but so did actual 
scientific studies. For example, studies by Crampton (6:13), 
Skubic (23:342-352), Hale (14:276-284), Rarick (20:440-465), 
Cook (5:62-63), Steinhaus (24:103-147), Shuch (23:288-298), 
and McGraw (17) indicated that participation in strenuous 
physical activity, such as is found in interscholastic sports, 
did not act as a retardent upon physiological growth of 
healthy children. 
Whereas, Krogman (16:26), Fait (11:20-22), Rowe 
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{21:108-116) and DeLotto (7:135) were in agreement that 
strenuous physical activity did have a deleterious effect 
upon the physiological growth of the athletes who participated 
in interscholastic sports. 
Little evidence has been compiled related to the 
influence of organized competitive athletics on psychological 
and emotional development. Studies completed were similar 
to the physiologica.l studies in that there tended to be con-
oiderable contradiction as to the outcomes of participation 
in interscholastic athletics upon the psychological and emo-
tional growth of the child (18:521). 
II. ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT AND PARTICIPATION 
IN INTERSCHOLASTIC ATHLETICS 
Scholarship of athletes is of concern to educators, 
parents and students. 
A great deal of guessing has been going on for many 
years in regard to the academic quality of athletes. It 
has been common among many, including teachers, to down-
grade athletes' scholaetic efforts and abilities. It 
is often assumed that participation in athletic endeavors 
is either an invitation to low quality academic perfor-
mance or that it attracts individuals who do not succeed 
academically (10:20). 
Edwards (9:14) was also concerned with the idea of down-
erading the athlete's scholastic achievement and success 
because of the assumption that participation in athletic 
endeavors is generally limited to students with low mental 
ability or that their participation negatively affects 
their scholarship. 
III. PREVIOUS STUDIES OF ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 
AND PARTICIPATION IN INTERSCHOLASTIC ATHLETICS 
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Edwards (9:14-15) paired fifty athletes with fifty 
non-athletes according to similar social and economic back-
grounds and scores of their Verbal and Numerical Subtests 
in the Differential Aptitude Test and Ohio Psychological 
Test. This study showed the athletic group's overall erade 
point average (G.P.A.) mean was six per cent higher than the 
non-athlete's grade point average (G.P.A.) mean. The grade 
point average (G.P.A.) mean average of the senior athletic 
group (2.35) compared favorably with the entire senior class 
grade point average (G.P.A.) mean (2.36) but the senior non-
athletic group grade point average (G.P.A.) mean (2.21) was 
six percent lower than the mean (2.36) of the entire senior 
class. 
Edwards concluded that although athletic participation 
was time-consuming and involved many with below average 
scholarship abilities, the comparisons made in the study 
provided sufficient evidence to oonclude thet p~rt1cipat1on 
in athleticn did not negatively affect academic scholarship 
(9:15). 
Pangle's (19:361-364) purpose was similar to that of 
Edwards: Determine if there was any significant difference 
in scholastic attainment of those who participated in an 
organized program of athletics and those who did not. 
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He compa!'ed the scholastic achievements of forty-two athletes 
with fifty-nine non-athletic classmates. He ce,me to the 
conclusion that there was not sufficient evidence to conclude 
that the average grades of the participants and non-partici-
pants differed significantly. 
When one considers the numerous and sometimes extended 
daily practice periods, the prolonged and excessive length 
of playing seasons, and the tendency to completely dis-
regard the educational aspects of athletes, then it is 
both significant and surprising to learn that scholastic 
attainment is seemine.ly a virtue of athlete and non-
athlete alike (19:364). 
Conner (4:56-7) studied the scholastic achievement 
and mental ability (I.Q.) records of 774 senior athletes and 
non-athletes durinF the period of 1950-1954 to ascertain what 
effect sports participation had on scholastic success. He 
found that (1) lettermen possessed a higher scholastic 
standing every year except 1952; (2) in regard to mental 
ability as compared to achievement, the athletes' achieve-
ment was as good or better than non-athletes; and (3) over 
the five year period, the athletes had greater mental ability 
ratings and achieved better. Conner's specific mathematical 
results, of the scholastic and mental ability ratings of 
athletes and non-athletes between 1950-1954, are given in 
Table I, page 12. 
Eidsmoe (10:20) surveyed the academic standing of the 
TAB:GE I 
SCHOLASTIC AND MENTAL ABILITY RATINGS OF ATHLETES 
AND NON-ATHLETES AT ALEXANDRIA HIGH SCHOOL 
(Five year average--1950-19541 <4:56) 
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Five year average 2.40 2.49 2.39 104 107 102 
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twelve members of each basketball team in the Iowa 1960-61 
Boys' Sub-State and State Tournaments. He found that those 
who participated in basketball and were capable of advancing 
far in athletic competition had a grade point average 
( G.P.A.) of 2 .2566; whereas, their classmates had a grade 
point average (G.P.A.) of 2.186. He, therefore, concluded 
that athletes were above average in academic performance. 
Hardwick (15:209-13) attempted to determine the cost, 
in academic achievement, of participation in varsity football 
or roles of student leadership in Indiana State College by 
comparing the grade point average (G.P.A.) during participa-
tion and before and after participation. 
Participation in varsity football or• roles of student 
leadership does coBt something in terms ·of academic 
achievement. Findings of the project indicate that the 
cost of part1cipat1on--1n terms of academic achievement--
goes up as the A.C.E. (American Council on Education 
Psycholog1c£d Examination) percentile rank goes down 
(15:212). 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this investigation was to determine 
if a relationship existed between the academic achievement 
of the athlete and the non-athlete at the junior high 
school level. In order to reveal if a relationship did exist, 
it was necessary to secure a sample. The matching pair meth-
od was used to secure the sample, thereby, allowing one-
half of the sample to be identical, or nearly so, to the 
other half of the sample with respect to the elements of the 
match. Birthday, grade level, I.Q. and father's occupation 
were used as the elements for the match. The sample was 
selected from the eighth and ninth grade male student pop-
ulation at Wilson Junior High School in Yakima, Washington. 
From the eighth and ninth grade population, it was possible 
to have 304 candidates for the sample. 
The population was then divided into two groups, the 
athletes and the non-athletes. The distinguishing factor 
between the athletes and the non-athletes was that the ath-
letes must have participated in at least one interscholastic 
sport for a complete season during the 1966-67 school year. 
To obtain a sample of matching pairs one athlete and one 
non-athlete, it was necessary to determine the birthdate, 
grade level, I.Q., and father's occupation of each athlete 
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and non-athlete {see Appendix I, page 31). All of the above 
information was obtained from the permanent record files kept 
on each student at Wilson Junior High School. The I.Q. ob-
tained was the verbal I.Q. score from the Lorge Thorndike 
Intelligence Test. Richard Center's Occupational Hierarchy, 
Table II, page 16-17 in this study, was used to convert the 
father's occupation into a numerical value. Richard Center's 
Occupational Hierarchy table provided an excellent categori-
cal stratification of the numerous occupations the athletes' 
and non-athletes' fathers would be engaged in. Centers be-
lieved that various categories of occupations influenced the 
total economy differently when he stated: 
The categories form a hierarchy in terms of skill, 
responsibility and complexity of the occupational func-
tion or role in the total economy of production and ex-
change of goods and services (3:48). 
Centers also felt the occupation of the father was an ex-
oellent indicator of the socio-economic position of the fami-
ly when he stated, noccupation seems generally agreed upon 
as the most satisfactory single index, probably because it 
is more objective ••• " {3:15). 
The grade level and father's occupation number for 
each boy of the pair were to be identicali whereas, a range 
of six months of birthdates and a range of three I.Q. points 
was selected to determine matching pairs. From a possible 
304 candidates, a sample of fifty-two athletes and fifty-two 
non-athletes was isolated. 
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TABLE II 
RICF..ARD CENTER'S OCCUPATIONAL HIERARCHY* 
Category 
1. Large Business 
2. Professional 
3. Small Business 
4. White Collar 
5. Skilled Manual 
Workers 
6. Semi-skilled 
Manual workers 
7. Unskilled Manual 
Workers 
Urban 
Includes 
Bankers, manufactures, large 
department store owners and 
managers, etc. 
Physicians, dentists, profes-
sors, teachers, ministers, 
engineers, lawyers, etc. 
Small retail dealers, con-
tractors, proprietors of 
repair shops employing others, 
etc. Includes both owners 
and managers. 
Clerks and kindred workers, 
salesmen, agents, semi-
professional workers, tech-
nicians, etc. 
Carpenters, machinists, 
plumbers, masons, printers, 
etc. Includes foremen. Also 
barbers, cooks, etc. 
Truck drivers, machine opera-
tors, etc. Includes, also, 
service station attendents, 
waiters, countermen, etc. 
Garage laborers, sweepers, 
porters, janitors, street 
cleaners, construction labor-
ers, etc. 
* This table was obtained from TABlE 6, page 49, 
in Richard Center's, ~Psychology Q!. Social Classes--
! Study of Class Consciousness. 
Category 
8. Farm Owners and 
Managers 
9. Farm Tenants 
10. Farm Laborers 
17 
TABLE II (continued) 
Rural 
Includes 
Any person who owns or manages 
a farm, ranch, grove, etc. 
All farm tenants and share-
croppers. 
All non-ownin~, non-renting 
farm workers (except men who 
work on their own father's 
farm). 
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Semester grades were obtained and a grade point aver-
age (G.P • .A.) was computed for each athlete and non-athlete. 
The following conversion was used: A = four grade points; 
B : three grade points; C = two grade points; D : one grade 
point; and F : zero grade point. To determine the grade 
point average (G.P.A.) the total grade points were divided 
by the number of scores. A grade point average (G.P.A.) of 
2.5 would fall half-way between two (C) and three (B). 
A statistical analysis was then completed from the 
data obtained on the athletic and non-athletic groups. The 
mean grade point average (G.P.A.), mean I.Q. and mean age 
were computed for the athletes and non-athletes. The mean, 
in relation to other measures of central tendency, was used 
because it tends to fluctuate the least of the measures of 
central tendency. The formula (12:28) for computing the 
mean (M) was 
M= f x N 
in which ~X was the sum of the scores and N was the number 
of scores. 
The standard deviation (o-) was used to determine the 
deviation of the scores around the mean of the distribution. 
The formula (12:54) used to compute the standard dev1at1on 
(a-) was 
,( fx ,2 
N - c2 
in which !rx•2 was the sum of the squared deviations in 
units of class-interval, taken from the assumed mean, c2 
was the correction needed for using class-intervals, and 1 
was the class interval. 
The F-test was then used to determine if the two 
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variances came from the same normally diAtributed population. 
To calculate F, the formula (8:138) 
F: 
0- 2 1 
was used, in which 0-1 was the standard deviation of Group 
I and 0-2 was the standard deviation of Group II. The ratio 
was then evaluated in terms of the F distribution by Edwards, 
Table V, (8:221-224). 
The t-test of significance was then calculated to 
determine the significance of difference between the mean 
grade point average (G.P.A.) of the two groups. The for-
mula (8:139) used to compute the t-test was 
t : 
J 
in which M1 was the mean of Group I and ~ was the mean of 
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Group II. o- 1 was the standard deviation of Group I and 
0:-2 was the standard deviation of Group II. Ni was the 
number of scores in Group I and N2 was the number of scores 
in Group II. The t-test score was then compared to Garrett's 
Table D to determine if the difference between the mean of 
the grade point average (G.P.A.) was significant (12:427). 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there 
was a significant difference between the academic achievement 
of the athlete and the non-athlete. To test the purpose of 
this study it was necessary to run a statistical analysis 
of the data. obtained on the athletic and non-athletic groups. 
The results of the statistical analysis are nummarized below. 
The range in I.Q. for the athletes was from 84 to 132; 
whereas 1 the non-athlete's I.Q. range was from 83 to 131. 
The mean I.Q. of the athletes and the non-athletes was iden-
tical at 108. The range in age of the athletes was from 
159 months to 187 months; whereas,-the non-athlete's aee 
range was from 160 months to 185 months. The mean age of 
the athletes and the non-athletes was identical at 171 months, 
as of January 1, 1967. 
The grade point average (G.P.A.) range of the athletes 
was from 3.92 to 1.04 with a grade point average (G.P.A.) 
mean of 2.66. In contrast, the grade point average {G.P.A.) 
range of the non-athletes was from 3.39 to 1.33 with a grade 
point average (G.P.A.} mean of 2.30. The ninth gra,de ath-
letes exhibited the highest grade point average ( G. I1.A.) 
of 2.74; whereas, the eie:hth grade non-athletes showed the 
lowest grade point average (G.P.A.) of 2.23. 
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The F-test showed that F = 1.28. When F was compared 
to :Edward's Table V, The Five and One Per-Cent Points for 
Distribution of F (8:221-224), F was not significant at the 
• 05 level. 
The t-test of significance showed that t • 3.377. 
When t was compared to Garrett's Table D of determining the 
reliability of statistics (12:427), t was significant at the 
.01 level. 
An overview of the statistics for determin1ne the sig-
nificant difference in the academic achievement between the 
athlete and the non-athlete is provided in Table III, page 
23. 
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TABLE III 
SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL ANALYSIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANT 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 
OF ATHLETE AND NON-ATHLETE 
Test 
Non- (with Significant 
Athletes Athletes scores) Level 
Range of I.Q. 84-132 83-131 
I.Q. (mean) 108 108 
Range of age 
159-187 160-185 1n months 
Age in months (mean) 171 171 
Range of G.P.A. 3.92 3.39 
1.04 1.33 
G.P.A. (mean) 2.66 2.30 
Standard 
Deviation .567 .509 
t .01 
3.377 
F not 
1.28 significant 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENADTIONS 
I. SUMMARY 
The following summary was drawn from the results of 
this study: 
There was no significant difference between the ath-
letes as a group compared to the non-athletes as a group, 
with respect to the various variables of grade level, I.Q., 
age and father's occupation number. 
F was not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, 
it can be assumed the grade point averages ( G.P.A.) were 
equal or nearly equal in variability. 
Athletes as a group received a higher grade point 
average (G.P.A.) (2.66) than the non-athletes (2.30). Sta-
tistically, at the .01 level of confidence, the athletes did 
better academically than the non-athletes. 
II. CONCLUSIONS 
From the results of this study it can be concluded 
that there was a significant difference in the academic 
achievement between the athlete and the non-athlete at the 
junior high school level. 
In summation, it would seem the results of the study 
25 
do not support the beliefs of those who feel that academic 
achievement suffers as a result of participation in inter-
scholastic athletics. Instead the data suggests that ath-
letes do as well, if not somewhat better academically, than 
those who do not participate in interscholastic athletics. 
III. RECOMMENDATIONS 
If an administrator were considering the elimination 
of interscholastic athletics because of the possible negative 
effect of interscholastic athletics on academic achievement, 
he might reconsider in the light of the results of this 
study. 
Future investigations might consider studying the 
criticisms listed on page seven and eight of this study, 
as well as other factors which might affect the academic 
performance between pupils of similar backgrounds. 
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Appendix I 
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TABLE IV 
DATA ON INDIVIDUAL ATHLETES AND NON-ATHLETES FOR 
DETERMINING SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF 
ATHLETE AND NON-ATHLETE 
s= 
0 
erl 
..µ 
<11 Ax 
::i ··' 0 
Q) M 0 "" +:> Q) 0 (I) 
(I) > .0 
M Q) j>, ~§ Q) 
..c:: 14 <11 
..µ ..µ 'O .,. HIZi ... 
(I) < Q) ..c:: (I) M I 'O ..µ • ..c:: 
..c:: s= <11 H cr ..µ 
..µ 0 H erl • <11 
<31 z 0 f:(l H l%t 
x 8 4- 2-53 100 3 
x 8 1-19-53 101 3 
x 8 6-10-53 100 4 
x 8 2-24-53 102 4 
x 8 1-15-53 102 5 
x 8 4-18-53 100 5 
x 8 3- 7-53 119 4 
x 8 4-23-53 118 4 
x 8 6-18-53 127 2 
x 8 2-28-53 128 2 
x 8 10-10-53 110 4 
x 8 8-26-53 112 4 
x 8 10-10-53 110 4 
x 8 8-30-53 109 4 
x 8 9-28-53 94 4 
x 8 8-16-53 93 4 
x 8 4- 9-53 114 3 
x 8 3-27-53 115 3 
x 8 5- 6-53 112 2 
x 8 6-16-53 112 2 
x 8 3- 3-53 111 4 
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• 
< 
• p.. 
• 0 
2.291 
1.416 
2.120 
2.240 
2.333 
1.916 
2.625 
1.958 
2.851 
2.880 
3.032 
2.791 
3.032 
2.708 
2.769 
1.500 
2.400 
2.583 
2.913 
3.000 
2.347 
* 
As obtained from the verbal score of the Lorge 
Thorndike Intelligence Test. 
** As obtained from Richard Center's, Table 6, (Table 
II, page ' ) . 
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TABLE IV (continued} 
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.µ Q) r-t OH 
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22 x 8 5-22-53 112 4 2.o43 
23 x 8 6- 5-53 107 6 2.480 
24 x 8 1-12-53 106 6 1.920 
25 x 8 3-10-53 94 4 2.791 
26 x 8 4-13-53 93 4 2.083 
27 x 8 12-11-52 100 3 2.440 
28 x 8 7-23-52 99 3 2.o41 
29 x 8 7-29-53 132 4 3.307 
30 x 8 10-26-53 131 4 3.076 
31 x 8 3-10-53 97 6 1.541 
32 x 8 9- 2-53 99 6 1.360 
33 x 8 12-26-52 122 4 1.750 
34 x 8 4-26-53 120 4 2.833 
35 x 8 2- 6-53 108 2 3.320 
36 x 8 8- 6-53 110 2 2.727 
37 x 8 5-23-53 99 2 2.500 
38 x 8 11-29-52 98 2 1.333 
39 x 8 3- 7-53 97 1 3.125 
40 x 8 12- 5-52 99 1 1.920 
41 x 8 11- 8-52 99 5 2.791 
42 x 8 1-23-53 99 5 2.360 
43 x 8 9- 8-52 98 5 2.142 
44 x 13 1- 2-53 97 5 1.703 
45 x 8 8-14-53 123 4 3.120 
46 x 8 4-23-53 124 4 2.666 
47 x 8 7-31-53 100 4 2.593 
4e x 8 4- 6-53 99 4 2.166 
49 x 8 7-1'7-53 89 5 1.040 
50 x 8 5- 2-53 90 5 1.440 
51 x 9 12-27-51 96 2 1.421 
52 x 9 12- 3-51 95 2 2.131 
53 x 9 1- 9-52 118 3 2.868 
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TABLE IV (continued) 
s::: 
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or-I 
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s::: 
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0 ::s 
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cu t.. +:> (I) 0 Q) 
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54 x 9 1-15-52 120 3 3.289 
55 x 9 3-29-52 119 4 3.921 
56 x 9 4- 3-52 118 4 2.026 
57 x 9 5- 9-52 119 5 3.289 
58 x 9 1-23-52 120 5 2 .. 921 
59 x 9 3- 7-52 96 3 2.307 
60 x 9 1-27-52 94 3 1.868 
61 x 9 5- 3-52 103 3 3.195 
62 x 9 4-11-52 105 3 2.210 
63 x 9 6-12-52 106 6 2.763 
64 x 9 4-22-52 106 6 1.894 
65 x 9 1- 1-52 113 3 3.833 
66 x 9 4- 5-52 114 3 2.657 
67 x 9 5- 4-52 116 4 3.026 
68 x 9 2- 8-52 115 4 2.421 
69 x 9 9- 3-52 113 4 3.476 
70 x 9 7- 7-52 114 4 2.657 
71 x 9 7-17-52 118 1 3.263 
72 x 9 8-25-52 118 1 2.552 
73 x 9 8- 1-52 131 2 3.447 
74 x 9 7-30-52 130 2 3.157 
75 x 9 6- 3-52 123 2 3.026 
76 x 9 1-22-52 122 2 3.047 
77 x 9 6-22-52 111 6 2.605 
78 x 9 3-18-52 111 6 1.894 
79 x 9 3-10-52 115 2 2.500 
80 x 9 5-31-52 114 2 2.263 
81 x 9 4-18-52 104 3 3.000 
82 x 9 5-25-52 106 3 2.473 
83 x 9 6- 3-52 101 4 2.210 
84 x 9 4-11-52 99 4 1.631 
85 x 9 10-10-51 95 4 2.650 
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TABLE IV (continued) 
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86 x 9 11-17-51 97 4 2.030 
87 x 9 2-18-52 109 5 2.047 88 x 9 3-28-52 107 5 2.578 
e9 x 9 4-17-52 109 4 2.289 
90 x 9 1-11-52 107 4 2.405 
91 x 9 10-19-51 102 4 2.405 
92 x 9 10- 7-51 103 4 2.052 
93 x 9 3-16-52 99 1 2.421 94 x 9 6-10-52 100 1 2.342 
95 x 9 6- 2-52 125 2 2.868 
96 x 9 12- 1-51 125 2 1.789 
97 x 9 2-23-52 125 4 3.675 98 x 9 8-22-52 125 4 2.818 
99 x 9 4-25-52 120 3 2.368 100 x 9 3-18-52 119 3 3.394 101 x 9 4-14-52 91 4 1.763 
102 x 9 7-26-52 90 4 1.868 103 x 9 5-29-51 84 4 2.263 104 x 9 8-10-51 83 4 1.800 
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TABLE V 
SAMPLE DATA GATHERING TOOL 
I.D. Number ___ 7~3 ___ __ 
Matching I.D. 's Number __ 7._4.;..._ _ 
Name 
Athlete : Non-Athlete 
Grade Level __.9..__ ___ _ 
Birthday 8-1-52 
I.Q. 131 
Father's Occupation Number 2 
Professional - Teacher 
SEMESTER GRADES: 
Grade Semester 
1 A A A 
7 
2 A A A 
1 B B B 
8 
2 B B B 
1 B A c 
9 
2 B B B 
B B 
B A 
B B 
B B 
A A 
A ,,A 
A 
A 
B 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
Semester 
Points 
22 
23 
22 
22 
21 
21 
Total Points ...::..13.:;.;:l=----
Number of Grades ..-3:;...;8;;...._ _ 
G.P.A. 2•447 
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TABLE V (continued) 
I.D. Number __ 7_4 __ _ 
Matching I.D. 's Number __ 7...,,3 __ _ 
Name 
Athlete : Non-Athlete 
Grade Level _9 __ _ 
Birthday 7-30-52 
I.Q. 130 
Father's Occupation Number _...,.2..._ __ 
Professional - Medical Doctor 
SEMESTER GRADES: 
Grade Semester 
l B A 
7 
2 B A 
1 B A 
8 
2 B A 
1 B A 
9 
2 B A 
B B 
B _1 B 
B I B 
B B 
c B 
c B 
B B 
B A 
B A 
.B c 
c A 
c A 
A 
B 
Semester 
Points 
19 
20 
24 
21 
18 
18 
-
Total Points 120 
----
Number of Grades __.3_8 __ ~-
G. P.A. 3 .1;?7 
